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BOB GRENIER, etal., 


) 
) 
) VCU249252 
) 

Plaintiff, ) Dept. No. 16 
) 

vs ) Judge: Glade F. Roper 
) 
TIM TAYLOR, et al., ) Ruling on Motion for Protective 

) Order 

Defendant. ) 


—) 


Nature of Hearing: Non-Party Paul Grenier’s Motion for Protective Order 


Plaintiff present ( ) Attorney for Plaintiff: Nick Pritchett 

Defendant present ( ) Attorney for Defendant: Ronald W. Brilliant (by Court 
Call) 

Movant present ( ) Attorney for Movant: Alan J. Gordee 


Plaintiffs, a Visalia church pastor and his wife, in this action assert Defendant 
Alex Grenier (their son) has defamed them with past and ongoing claims of child abuse 
and theft of church funds (with other claims). Movant Paul W. Grenier (another son of 
Plaintiffs) is not a party to the litigation, but is scheduled to be deposed. Movant 
asserts a protective order is required as his brother (Alex Grenier) is likely to post 
summaries of information from Movant's deposition on various social media and blog 
sites. Movant contends his deposition may include inquiries into his personal life, his 
sexual orientation and/or activities, and medical information. 


Defendant Alex Grenier opposes the motion asserting that Movant has previously 
disclosed information about his own claims of abuse in declarations previously filed in 
this action and in various emails and blog posts. 


The court has authority to issue such orders as justice may require to control a 
deposition and the information obtained during a deposition. Protective orders are 


appropriate to protect a witness from unwarranted annoyance, embarrassment, or 
oppression. CCP 2025.420(b). 


The documents submitted by Defendant indicate Movant has supported Defendant's 
claims of abuse by Plaintiffs. Movant has supported those claims in declarations, 
emails, and blog posts. In his declaration filed in this action February 8, 2013, Movant 
disclosed graphic and disturbing details of his own allegations of abuse. In his 
declaration he gives specific details about being molested by Plaintiff Bob Grenier and 
states that Plaintiff Gayle Grenier was aware of abuse of children occurring but did 
nothing to stop it. He indicated that writing about these events were “humiliating,” 
caused him to tremble and “throw up” three times. He described the memories as 
“scars | have to live with my entire life” and cause him “shame and humiliation.” 
Despite the understandable trauma the events described would have on his life, he 
wrote a “press release” which was disseminated to numerous news media under an 
assumed name, and also spoke to a reporter for the Fresno Bee while using his real 
name. 


Movant's deposition will likely include inquiries into the details of Movant's abuse 
allegations and any medical or psychological injuries allegedly arising from such abuse. 


Defendant asserts because he is a blogger (almost exclusively concentrating on the 
alleged wrongdoing of his parents) he has a First Amendment right to publish details 
from Movant's deposition. There is no such right to deposition information and 
depositions are not public documents. The court in Seattle Times Co. v. Rhinehart 
(1984) 467 U.S. 20 states at page 33: “Pretrial depositions and interrogatories are not 
public components of a civil trial .. . Much of the information that surfaces during 
pretrial discovery may be unrelated, or only tangentially related, to the underlying cause 
of action. Therefore, restraints placed on discovered, but not yet admitted, information 
are not a restriction on a traditionally public source of information.” 


Defendant also argues that Movant has waived his right to a protective order by 
voluntarily filing a declaration and making public pronouncements about the events 
alleged in the complaint. Certainly as to the declaration and public pronouncements 
this is true. That does not mean it is true for any further information that may be 
disclosed at his deposition. Babcock v. Superior Court, 29 Cal. App. 4th 721 (1994) 
dealt with disclosure of financial information sought from non-parties. The court held: 


“(T]he third party deponent is presumptively entitled to a protective order 
that limits disclosure of financial information. [Citation.]" ( Harris v. 
Superior Court, supra, 3 Cal. App. 4th at p. 668, italics added.) Thus, 
upon the ordering of disclosure of certain financial documents, the trial 
court is obliged to limit disclosure of "such information only for purposes 
related to the lawsuit, and only by persons having a legitimate interest in 
that information for such purposes. [Citations.]" ( Moskowitz v. Superior 
Court (1983) 137 Cal. App. 3d 313, 319.) 
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"Simply because certain information is so important to the resolution of 
the issues in a lawsuit that the need for discovery of it overrides the right 
of privacy does not mean that all protection for it is lost. The one whose 
privacy is involved is presumptively entitled to a protective order limiting 
the use of the information to the litigation itself, and barring its 
dissemination for purposes not related to a fair resolution of the action." (2 
Hogan, Modern Cal. Discovery 4th (1988) § 12.28, p. 185.) 


Defendant argues that Movant is a “limited purpose” or “vortex” public figure, citing the 
ruling of the Court of Appeal in a prior appeal of this case, Grenier v. Taylor, 234 Cal. 
App. 4th 471 (2015). That ruling reversed a finding by Judge Vortmann that Plaintiff 
Bob Grenier is a limited purpose or vortex public figure. The Court of Appeal discussed 
Bob Grenier’s activities of publishing a book, disseminating a radio program to six 
states and placing his sermons on YouTube, iTunes and Twitter. Despite these 
activities and being a plaintiff in this case, he was determined not to be a limited 
purpose public figure. 


Movant's activities, shown by the plethora of attachments to Defendant’s Declaration 
filed September 22, 2016, make it clear that he also is not a limited purpose public 
figure. He engaged in numerous private emails and chats with Defendant. He posted a 
comment under his own name on Defendant's blog, though Defendant did not say what 
that comment said. He also used a pseudonym of “Interested” to post another 
comment (Declaration of Defendant at page 4). His use of a pseudonym is indicative of 
his desire not to become a public figure. Defendant does not specify what information 
was contained in the respective postings, which Defendant then posted under his name 
with attribution to Movant. Movant wrote a letter which he specifically asked Defendant 
not to post. He sent an extensive declaration in support of Defendant to Defendant's 
attorney to be filed in this case. He made a complaint in private to the Chief of Police, 
then sent an email to three reporters and a publisher complaining of corruption in the 
police department and that he was not given a police report. He disseminated a “press 
release,” through “a ghost email account,” regarding the then-pending Anti-SLAPP 
motion in this case, specifically asking Defendant not to attribute it to Movant. In this 
document, he quotes himself referring to his declaration, refers to physical and sexual 
abuse he suffered from Bob Grenier and says that he supports his brother, Defendant. 
Finally, he was quoted in a Fresno Bee newspaper article. There is no indication that 
he initiated contact with the reporter. 


All of Movant’s participation in the dialogue regarding the case has either been through 
private emails or requesting anonymity except his Declaration filed in this case and the 
email sent to reporters complaining that the police department did not provide him with 
a report. Submitting testimony by declaration in a lawsuit, even one of great public 
interest and high profile, certainly does not make one a limited public figure. A contrary 
ruling would discourage participation in litigation and make millions of people public 
figures. Complaining to the press that the police department has wrongly withheld a 
report from him and responding to, or even initiating, an interview with a reporter do not 


make one a public figure. 
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Contrary to Defendant's argument, the purpose of the rules of discovery are to allow the 
parties to adequately prepare for litigation (and, it is hoped, resolve or avoid it), not to 
education the public about it. 


If financial information merits protection, certainly a non-party victim of sexual and 
physical child abuse merits protection from publication of the details of the abuse and 
resulting mental, physical, psychological and medical effects from the abuse unless he 
voluntarily chooses to divulge them. When weighed, Defendant's right to publish 
information about the case and the public's right to know about it are of lesser 
importance than the non-party’s right of privacy of highly personal and painful 
experiences of allegedly being sexually, mentally and physically abused. 


Under the circumstances presented, Movant has shown he is entitled to a protective 
order to restrict dissemination of private personal information which has not been 
previously disclosed. The Proposed Protective Order submitted by Movant is narrowly 
tailored to allow the parties full access to any information Movant may have and full use 
of it in preparing and presenting their case, while at the same time protecting Movangt 
from unnecessary embarrassment, humiliation and public exposure of highly personal 
issues. The Court adopts the Proposed Protective Order as the order of the Court. 


